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At the Fund Council meeting in New Delhi in April 2013, the Fund Council decided to review 
progress on the Reform, through a formal Mid-Term Review (MTR) before approving new 
contracts for the CRP – and has asked the Consortium to explore consequences of extending the 
current CRPs. This document responds to that request; it was approved by the Consortium Board 
in its meeting of October 2-3, 2013. 
1. SUMMARY OF PROPOSED DECISIONS 
The decisions approved by the CB and now recommended to the FC (as laid out in detail in this 
document, including other options and their advantages and disadvantages) are summarized as 
follows:  
1. Extension funding: Extend all current CRP contracts to the end of 2015 (31-12-2015). CRPs 
which expect to need an increase in their authorized W1-2 or W3-Bilateral budgets to 
cover the period through the end 2015 should submit a 2-year 2014-2015 Program of Work 
and Budget for CB and FC approval in March-April 2014. The 2-year POWB would provide 
both the budgets for the 2-year period and also would describe the planned activities and 
the anticipated results for the expanded budgets (within the overall framework of the 
approved proposals). This will provide the basis for the necessary authorizations to amend 
the contracts and enable continued funding till the end of 2015. 
2. Synchronization of proposal development: Presuming the “Guidance for the CRP 2nd Call” 
is approved in April 2014, it is recommended that the FC and CB initiate an 18-month 
synchronized two-stage proposal development, review, approval and contracting process 
for the second phase of CRPs.  
3. Call for pre-proposals in mid 2014. In order for contracts for new funding to be in place by 
the end of the extension period, the process needs to be initiated by mid 2014. Pre-
proposal development and review would take place in the second half of 2014. Full 
proposal development, review and approval take place in 2015. 
4. Involve CB and FC in development of Guidance for CRP 2nd Call. Further development of 
the Guidance document would benefit from early CB and FC members involvement. CB 
involvement will be through its Science and Partnership committee. The FC is requested to 
designate or form a working group to engage in the Guidance development process. 
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2. EXTENSION OF CRPS TO THE END OF 2015 
In the first instance the FC presumed that as CRPs are funded and implemented at rates slower 
than approved, it would be possible to provide no-cost extensions against the approved proposals. 
That is, continue funding at current rates to implement the work agreed in the proposal. That 
assumption is analysed below. 
To explore what balances CRPs are likely to have by the end of their current contract dates, the CO 
prepared a forecast of funding and expenditures and consulted all CRPs on the desirability and 
likelihood of that trajectory. That consultation surfaced a number of key problems associated with 
the funding system of the current CRP portfolio. 
Most of these issues have been addressed through a new approach to financial planning adopted 
in the two-year 2014-15 CGIAR Financing Plan. The Consortium Board approved the approach 
taken in this plan at its meeting in October 2-3 and requested the CO to consult with other 
stakeholders to ensure all assumptions and projections in the plan are fair and correct.  
The analysis for the 2014-15 Financing Plan uses actual funding and allocations through 2013 and 
assumes a resource mobilization scenario with 10% year-on-year growth for the available W1-2 
funding in 2014 and 2015. It attempts to fund a reasonable budget increase for each CRP – starting 
from a 2012 base, followed by a (projected) 3.3% decrease in 2013 and targeted increases of 10% 
in both 2014 and 2015. It assumes that the 2012 Base Budget1 is a reasonable baseline for all 
except the three systems programs – taking into account their different stage of development. The 
three systems programs are assumed to grow to a reasonable base (of $20M per annum) in 2015, 
with a growth path from 2012-2015. 
The results are shown in Table 1, which presents the forecasted total expenditures through 2015 
for W1-2 and W3-Bilateral, against their approved budgets for both. The approved funding in this 
table reflects the amounts approved by the Fund Council for each of the CRPs for the contracts 
currently in place, ending from June 30, 2014, to December 31, 2015. The forecasted funding per 
end 2015 is developed and explained in the 2014-15 CGIAR Financing Plan. This plan first derives 
revised budgets within a resource mobilization scenario (which cuts down total funding from 
approved level to reasonable expectations of available levels) and then extends CRPs with 
contracts now ending before end 2015 to that date. 
 
 
  
                                                          
1 Not expenditures, as used in the 2013 FinPlan, which penalized CRPs starting up with large under-
expenditures in 2012, particularly WLE and Genebanks. 
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Table 1: Revised budgets, extended to end-2015, compared with FC approved CRP budgets 
 
Table 1 shows that in this analysis five CRPs would exceed their currently authorized W1-2 budgets 
(AAS, WHEAT, MAIZE, Livestock and Fish, and FTA) and would need an approval for an increased 
W1-2 spending authorization to be extended to the end of 2015. For the others that end before 
the end of 2015, a “no-cost-extension” would be a feasible solution (i.e. their planned W1-2 
funding allocations per the draft 2014-15 FinPlan are within the already approved levels). Table 1 
also shows that all CRPs except HumidTropics and Livestock and Fish are expecting to exceed their 
currently authorized W3/Bilateral funding levels – at least in part because actual W1-2 funding 
levels have been lower than forecast at the time the CRP proposals were approved, and the gap 
has been filled by W3/Bilateral funding. Ten of the 15 CRPs project to spend more resources than 
approved for W1-2 and W3-Bilateral combined. 
The conclusion is that all CRPs need an increase in either, or both, W1-2 and W3-Bilateral spending 
authorizations. 
3. AUTHORIZING CONTINUED FUNDING THROUGH END OF 2015 
How can we imagine the lowest transaction cost form of “extension proposal” writing to work? 
The approved proposals remain the basis, thus we assume that the approved CRP proposal 
remains “in force” for a longer period of time, until 31/12/2015, and that the activities now 
scheduled for the extension period are those already foreseen in the proposal. That is, we do not 
propose to allow major departures from the approved proposals during the extension period. 
CRP CRP Title W1-2
W3/bila
teral Total W1-2
W3/bilat
eral Total W1-2
W3/bilat
eral Total
1.1 Dryland Systems 70.3 52.4 122.7 61.7 101.4 163.1 8.7 (49.0) (40.3)
1.2 HumidTropics 69.2 75.2 144.4 58.0 66.0 124.0 11.2 9.2 20.5
1.3 AAS 32.3 27.1 59.4 57.3 62.4 119.7 (25.0) (35.3) (60.3)
2 PIM 140.8 124.4 265.2 99.5 249.0 348.5 41.3 (124.6) (83.3)
3.1 WHEAT 41.0 72.9 113.9 54.5 93.1 147.6 (13.6) (20.2) (33.7)
3.2 MAIZE 44.7 125.4 170.1 68.0 213.9 281.9 (23.3) (88.5) (111.8)
3.3 GRiSP 382.7 210.6 593.3 181.7 322.1 503.8 201.0 (111.5) 89.5
3.4 RTB 135.6 47.3 182.9 119.3 143.5 262.8 16.3 (96.2) (79.9)
3.5 Grain Legumes 95.2 44.0 139.1 61.4 123.1 184.5 33.7 (79.1) (45.4)
3.6 Dryland Cereals 55.9 28.4 84.3 27.3 31.7 59.0 28.6 (3.3) 25.3
3.7 Livestock and Fish 49.8 49.8 99.6 61.4 42.5 103.9 (11.6) 7.3 (4.3)
4 A4NH 93.6 97.8 191.4 90.9 193.8 284.7 2.7 (96.0) (93.3)
5 WLE 163.8 82.5 246.3 122.3 133.4 255.7 41.5 (50.9) (9.5)
6 FTA 90.3 142.7 233.0 131.9 225.2 357.1 (41.7) (82.5) (124.2)
7 CCAFS 323.9 68.7 392.6 214.3 127.7 342.0 109.6 (59.0) 50.6
sub-total CRP 1,789 1,249 3,038 1,410 2,129 3,538 379 (880) (500)
Total Budget Approved by 
the FC
Total Proposed Budget to 
end of 2015
 
Underspend/(Additional 
Funding Required) to 31 
December 2015
C R P  E x t e n s i o n  a n d  S y n c h r o n i za t i o n  
C o n s o r t i u m  O f f i c e ,  O c t o b e r  1 8 ,  2 0 1 3   Page | 6 
 
 
In 2012-13 the CO has put in place a process to produce an annual Program of Work and Budget  
(POWB) for the CRPs.  The procedure that requires least extra work and will provide all necessary 
information to authorize extensions is to request the CRPs that expect to need an increase in their 
authorized W1-2 and/or W3-Bilateral budgets to submit a two-year, 2014-15, POWB. These POWB 
submissions would detail the additional work and the anticipated results during the extension 
period and their associated budgets. 
The proposed submission deadline for this 2014-15 POWB is the end of January 2014, to enable 
both CO and ISPC to review these proposals and make recommendations to the CB and FC for 
decisions in March-April 2014. 
4. SYNCHRONIZED PROPOSAL DEVELOPMENT, REVIEW AND APPROVAL 
The current CRPs were developed in a staggered fashion and started between June 2011 and 
January 2013 – and their contracts end between June 2014 and December 2015. The Consortium 
has proposed to synchronize the development of proposals for the next phase of the CRPs. The 
advantages and disadvantages of such synchronization are presented below. 
Advantages of synchronization: 
• Enhanced Research Planning and Resource Allocation: When CRPs develop proposals at the 
same time it is easier (though not guaranteed) to agree upon and include linkages between 
CRPs and to ensure coordination, or integration, of activities in specific geographic locations or 
sites – and to engage with and align with local partners, whether they be NARES, NGOs or 
governments. During the discussion of CRP IDOs with donors and partners in June 2013 in 
Montpellier, questions were raised frequently and persistently on the perceived lack of 
linkages between and among CRPs, and their coordination in specific locations. The best 
opportunity to address this weakness is to develop proposals simultaneously and discuss these 
proposals with research and development partners such as CAADP national investment plan 
coordinators. 
• Improved Review and Assessment of Proposals: The review of the relative strength and 
weaknesses of the next set of CRP proposals, as well as coherence across the portfolio, will be 
facilitated when all proposals can be reviewed simultaneously by the Consortium, ISPC as well 
as the Fund Council. The ISPC’s opinion is that more or less simultaneous review of the new 
CRP content and final proposals offers an important opportunity for the system to consider the 
CGIAR research portfolio in an integrated fashion, how best it can be prioritized, and how to 
achieve optimal synergies in implementation and impact towards the major targets.  
• Better Informed, More Consistent Resource Allocation: Relative priority setting and resource 
allocation is facilitated by simultaneous review of the proposals. Absolute priority setting 
across the whole portfolio, with all proposals measured against a single set of criteria to 
determine their overall priority, is unlikely to be successful. Therefore relative priority setting, 
where all proposals are compared with each other, is likely to be helpful to determine which 
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proposals should be funded and at what levels. The prep-proposal stage also offers the 
opportunity to provide guidance on parts of pre-proposals that should or should not be 
developed into full proposals. 
• More Transparent and Fair Decision Making: Simultaneous review and approval for all CRPs 
facilitates equal treatment of all proposals – whereas staggered approvals introduce a risk that 
the bar is raised or lowered at different stages of the process. Staggered approvals mean 
decisions at the margin, without the full picture of the entire portfolio.  
• More coherent CRP portfolio is possible when all proposals are developed more or less 
simultaneously, and more balanced and realistic financial allocations are possible across the 
portfolio. 
Disadvantages of synchronization: 
• Peak Workloads: Review, approval and contracting for all CRPs may introduce an 
unmanageable peak of work for ISPC, the Consortium and the Fund Council – particularly if the 
same process is followed as during the first round (with 300 page proposals). More or less 
simultaneous review and approval is only possible if the process is drastically streamlined and 
proposals are short. Contracting may be somewhat staggered. 
• Programmatic Disruption of CRP Cycles: Synchronization would require lengthening or 
shortening the current contracting periods for the CRPs, which may cause programmatic 
disruption. CRPs ending early prefer to have a new contract early (before mid-2014) while 
CRPs ending late do not want to shorten their contract (to earlier than end 2015). However, 
the FC decision to push out all new contracting until the end of 2015, and to extend contracts 
ending early, has already de-facto resolved this. Once all contracts are extended to the end of 
2015 then the CRP portfolio has been de-facto synchronized.  
Of course, if staggered contracts are preferred then the contracts ending late can also be 
extended, to arrive at a newly staggered portfolio. 
Alternatives to synchronization are:  
• Continued staggered contracts, as currently, if there is a strong preference for staggered 
contracting then this could be re-introduced after the extension; it would distribute the 
workload more evenly over time, avoiding peaks – but once the extension brings all CRPs 
together, it would presumably be preferable to re-introduce staggering in a planned fashion, 
i.e. in batches, as described hereafter, rather than the current “random” staggering. 
• Approval in batches (e.g. 5 each in 6 month intervals). If all CRPs were largely independent, 
with no or few linkages among them, then staggered approvals would probably make most 
sense and would spread out the workload for all involved. Or if the CRPs could easily be 
grouped in batches with internal linkages but limited linkages to the CRPs in other batches – 
then batched approval might be preferable. We have tried to arrive at semi-independent 
batches but, as there are many desirable linkages among CRPs both substantively and 
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geographically, semi-independent batches could not be found and synchronized development 
of a coherent portfolio is highly desirable.  
Both the Consortium and ISPC agree that more or less simultaneous review of the new CRP 
content and final proposals offers an important opportunity for the CGIAR  to consider the 
research portfolio in an integrated fashion, how best it can be prioritized, and how to achieve 
optimal synergies in implementation and impact towards the major targets.  
Having concluded above that synchronization is programmatically and financially desirable, the 
discussion then shifts to whether synchronization is practically doable.  The main objection against 
synchronization that has been raised persistently is that to review and approve 15 proposal 
documents of some 300 pages each, as in the first round, would be an enormous task and 
practically not do-able. The workload for the development and review of the next stage CRP 
proposals will, however, be sharply reduced compared with the development of the first stage 
proposals for the following reasons: 
• The process can be significantly streamlined by drastically reducing page lengths to 40 pages 
maximum and rationalizing the review process (eliminating double steps). 
• CRPs need much less time for proposal development because they have evolved considerably 
and their development of IDOs and associated theories of change and impact pathways in 
2013 has prepared them well for the next round. 
• While the proposal development and approval process should be more or less simultaneous, 
the review and contracting work should be given ample time to reduce peak workloads 
(through internal staggering of some review and contracting tasks as necessary by ISPC, for 
example, and through the preparation of templates for all contracts as soon as the pre-
proposals have been approved, ahead of full proposal approval by the FC).  
In short, a more or less synchronized approach to the development, review, approval and 
contracting process for the proposals for the second phase of the CRPs is highly recommended. 
Consultations with ISPC concluded that a synchronized process is desirable from a programmatic 
perspective and that it is manageable if there is enough time in the process to avoid a peak 
workload during the review stage.  
This leads to the proposal for an extended 18-month two-stage proposal development process, 
rather than the more compressed 12-month process contemplated earlier. 
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5. WHEN TO INITIATE THE CRP 2ND CALL? 
The MTR is expected to start around September 2013 and be concluded by the November 2014 
meeting of the Fund Council.  
The decisions to extend the CRPs and to start the proposal development process are linked in the 
sense that approvals for the next phase should be in place before the current phase ends; i.e., if 
the proposal process takes 18 months, it should start 18 months before the end of the current 
phase. If the proposal process starts after mid 2014, then the current CRP contracts need to be 
extended beyond the end of 2015. 
Having concluded above that largely synchronized proposal development is the preferred 
alternative, the options for the timing of the proposal development process are as follows. 
• Option 1: synchronized 12-month process initiated end-2014: Call for proposals after the MTR 
is fully completed, at the November 2014 FC meeting, and aim to develop and approve new 
proposals in a synchronized fashion with a compressed year process, at the November 2015 FC 
meeting. 
• Option 2: 18-month synchronized process initiated end-2014: Call for proposals after the MTR 
is fully completed at the FC meeting in November 2014 and aim to develop and approve new 
proposals in a synchronized fashion with an 18 months process, at the April 2016 FC meeting. 
• Option 3: 18-month synchronized process initiated mid-2014: Call for proposals after the SRF 
Management Update and Guidance 2nd Call are approved at April 2014 FC meeting, and aim to 
develop and approve new proposals in a synchronized fashion with an 18 months process, at 
the November 2015 FC meeting, one year after the completion of the MTR. 
Advantages and disadvantages of the different options above: 
• Calling for proposals after the MTR is fully completed gives the FC and the CB maximum 
freedom to completely change CGIAR’s organization, governance, programs funding – and 
most importantly the CRP approach and portfolio.  
• Given, however, that the overall CGIAR Reform has been such a major operation, with only a 
very short period of implementation and many elements still under development, such a 
drastic overhaul is unlikely. While the MTR may well adjust and fine-tune the Reform, possibly 
to address key issues of governance and management, it is highly likely that it will maintain the 
major investment made in the development of the overall CRP approach. It is furthermore also 
important to maintain the momentum in the CRP portfolio, the core business of CGIAR, and 
disrupt research no more than necessary.  
• While a “compressed” proposal development and approval process of 12 months is not 
impossible, an 18 month period allows for a more deliberate pace, reducing peak workloads, 
and the use of a two-stage proposal development process, with an opportunity for feedback 
and guidance at a pre-proposal stage.   Therefore an 18-month process in a synchronized 
appears far preferable to the compressed 12-month schedule. 
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• Approval of proposals in November 2015, a full year after completion of the MTR, would 
appear to give enough time for the FC and the CB to agree on the responses to the MTR 
recommendations.  
• Even if proposal development is started following the April 2014 FC meeting, with a two-
staged development process, the CB and FC have an opportunity to adjust the process and 
issue additional guidance, based on the pre-proposals, and the conclusions of the MTR, in 
November 2014, before requesting full proposals from the Centers and CRPs. 
In conclusion, the recommendation is: 
Given the programmatic preference of the CB and ISPC for synchronization, and the expectation 
that the workload of the overall process will be drastically reduced, and workload peaks reduced 
within an extended 18-month process, the recommended option is Option 3: an 18-month 
synchronized proposal process initiated mid-2014 and completed end-2015. 
6. GUIDANCE FOR CRP 2ND CALL 
The Consortium Office prepared a first draft of a document entitled Guidance for CRP 2nd Call early 
in 2013. After a first round consultation with CGIAR stakeholders a second version was prepared in 
August for consultation with Centers and CRPs, and a revised second version will be available for 
wide consultation with the FC and other partners and stakeholders in October.  
Having in place a high-quality and widely supported guidance document for the next phase of the 
CRP proposals before initiating the process is considered a critical improvement in the overall 
quality and coherence of the evolving CRP Portfolio. As the Guidance document contains a large 
number of complex issues and ideas that shape the CGIAR’s research agenda and the CRP 
management process, it is important to have wide consultation on its development, and 
preferably involvement from the CB and FC before it comes to their table for approval in March-
April 2014.  
The CB has agreed to engage through its science and partnership sub-committee. The FC is 
requested to form or appoint a working group to review and provide feedback on the draft 
Guidance document. 
